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INVOLVEMENT OF PUBLIC AND OTHER AGENCIES


PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT 

This General Management Plan / Envi­
ronmental Impact Statement for Coronado 
National Memorial represents thoughts pre­
sented by the National Park Service, Native 
American groups, and the public. Consulta­
tion and coordination among the agencies and 
the public were vitally important throughout 
the planning process. The public had two pri­
mary avenues by which it participated during 
the development of the plan: participation in 
public meetings and responses to newsletters. 

Public meetings and newsletters were used to 
keep the public informed about and involved 
in the planning process for Coronado 
National Memorial. A mailing list was 
compiled that consisted of members of 
governmental agencies, nongovernmental 
groups, businesses, legislators, local 
governments, and interested citizens. 

The notice of intent to prepare an 
environmental impact statement was 
published in the Federal Register on February 
22, 2000. A newsletter issued in March 2000 
described the planning effort. Public meetings 
in Sierra Vista and Bisbee in April 2000 were 
attended by 30 people. The National Park 
Service also met with city, county, and federal 
agencies. The National Park Service received 
several comments about the meetings and 
newsletter, and a number of these comments 
were incorporated into the issues for the plan. 

A second newsletter distributed in March 
2001 described draft alternative concepts for 
managing the national memorial. A total of 22 
electronic and mailed comments were 
received in response to that newsletter. 
Several letters favored making only minimal 
changes to the current management of the 
memorial. Some people expressed concern 
about overdevelopment. Some people 
commented in favor of the memorial offering 

more educational opportunities for visitors 
and facilities to support these activities; others 
said they would like more trails in the national 
memorial, and some said there should be less 
grazing in the memorial. 

A third newsletter issued in June 2001 
described alternatives for grazing at Coronado 
National Memorial and asked if people 
thought any of the memorial was suitable for 
wilderness designation. A wide range of 
opinions was received in 38 electronic and 
mailed comments. Some people wrote in favor 
of allowing grazing in whole or in part; others 
commented in favor of eliminating all grazing 
from the memorial. Some commenters said 
they favored formal wilderness designations; 
others wrote to oppose any wilderness 
designation. 

A fourth newsletter published in February 
2001 explained the National Park Service’s 
determination regarding wilderness and the 
possible range of actions on grazing. 

CONSULTATION 

Section 106 Consultation 

Agencies that have direct or indirect 
jurisdiction over historic properties are 
required by section 106 of the National 
Historic Preservation Act of 1966, as amended 
(16 USC 270, et seq.), to take into account the 
effect of any undertaking on properties 
eligible for the National Register of Historic 
Places. Such agencies also must allow the 
Advisory Council on Historic Preservation an 
opportunity to comment. To meet the 
requirements of 36 CFR 800, the National 
Park Service sent letters to the Arizona state 
historic preservation office and the Advisory 
Council on Historic Preservation on March 7, 
2000, inviting their participation in the 
planning process. Both offices were sent all 
the newsletters with a request for comments. 
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Representatives from the Arizona state 
historic preservation office visited Coronado 
National Memorial on June 6, 2001, and were 
briefed on alternatives for the Draft General 
Management Plan / Environmental Impact 
Statement. The sites visited were the Monte­
zuma Ranch, Montezuma Pass, the visitor 
center, the housing area, and the picnic area. 
The representatives of that office indicated 
that for the purposes of this plan, the visitor 
center should be considered eligible for listing 
on the national register, but that the other 
sites would require further evaluation. 

Consultation with American Indians 

Letters were sent to the following American 
Indian groups on March 22, 2000, to invite 
their participation in the planning process: 

Ak-chin Indian Community 
Fort McDowell Mojave-Apache Indian 

Community 
Fort Sill Apache Tribe of Oklahoma 
Hopi Tribe 
Mescalero Apache Tribe 
Pascua Yaqui Tribe of Arizona 
Pueblo of Zuni 
Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community 
San Carlos Apache Tribe 
Tohono O’odham Nation 
Tonto Apache Tribe 
White Mountain Apache Tribe 
Yavapai-Apache Tribe 

The tribes were briefed on the scope of the 
planning project and the preliminary 
alternatives by newsletters and follow-up 
telephone calls soliciting comments. 
Comments included a letter from the Hopi 
Tribe and oral comments from other tribes. 
These comments included expressions of 
concern that recreation not be over­
emphasized at the memorial and that any tra­
ditional cultural properties in the area be 
respected. Conversations have been continu­
ing throughout the planning process to inform 

Involvement of Public and Other Agencies 

the tribes about the progress of the plan and 
identify how and to what extent they would 
like to be involved. The listed tribes were sent 
a copy of the Draft General Management Plan / 
Environmental Impact Statement. This was 
followed by telephone calls to the tribes. 
There were no comments from the tribes at 
this time. 

Consultation Regarding Threatened 
or Endangered Species 

Consultation with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service began in March 2000, when the 
National Park Service requested a list of 
endangered and threatened species that might 
be found in or near Coronado National 
Memorial. The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
responded on March 27, 2000 with a list of the 
endangered or threatened species that might 
be found there. This response is included in 
appendix F. 

Consultation with Other Agencies 

Representatives of the national memorial met 
on April 4, 2000, with and representatives of 
the United State Border Patrol, Coronado 
National Forest, Fort Huachuca, the Bureau 
of Land Management, and the Cochise 
County Planning Department. The scope and 
issue of the plan were discussed, and these 
agencies were placed on the mailing list so that 
they would receive all newsletters for 
comment. 

PUBLISHING THE DRAFT 
DOCUMENT 

A notice of availability of the draft document 
was published in the Federal Register on 
August 6, 2003 (FR Vol. 68, No. 151). About 
500 copies of the draft were distributed to 
government agencies, public interest groups, 
and individuals. In addition, the complete text 
of the Draft General Management Plan/ 
Environmental Impact Statement was posted 
on the NPS Web site. 
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AGENCIES AND ORGANIZATIONS RECEIVING COPIES
 OF THIS DOCUMENT 

International Agencies Organizations 

International Boundary and Water 
American Lands Alliance*Commission* 

Federal Officials and Agencies American Indians 

Advisory Council on Historic Preservation* Ak-chin Indian Community 

Fort Huachuca Fort McDowell Mohave-Apache Indian 

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers Community 

U.S. Department of Agriculture Fort Sill Apache Tribe of Oklahoma 

Forest Service Hopi Tribe


Natural Resource Conservation Service Mescalero Apache Tribe


U.S. Border Patrol Pascua Yaqui Tribe of Arizona 

U.S. Department of the Interior Pueblo of Zuni 

Bureau of Land Management Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community 

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service* San Carlos Apache Tribe 

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency* Tohono O’odham Nation 
Tonto Apache Tribe 

State Officials and Agencies White Mountain Apache Tribe 
Yavapai-Apache Tribe 

Governor Jane Dee Hull 
Senator Jon Kyl 
Senator John McCain Individuals 
Representative Jim Kolbe 
Arizona Department of Environmental Curt Bradley, Martin Taylor, Tim Lengerich,

Quality Alexander “Sandy” Kunzer, Steve Saway* 
Arizona Department of Parks and Tourism Jeff Burgess* 
Arizona Game and Fish Commission Dieter Kamm* 
Arizona Highway and Transportation Alice Moffett* 

Department Warren and Barbara North* 
Arizona State Historic Preservation Office 
New Mexico Highlands University* 

*An asterisk denotes those who commented 
on the draft plan.

Local Agencies 

Cochise County, Planning Department* 
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Review and Comments on the Draft Document 

REVIEW AND COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT DOCUMENT


This section contains a summary of comments 
received through a public meeting, letters, and 
e-mail after the Draft General Management 
Plan/Environmental Impact Statement for 
Coronado National Memorial was released on 
August 6, 2003. The National Park Service 
considered all written and oral comments 
according to the requirements of 40 CFR 
1503. 

COMMENTS 

A public meeting was held in September 2003 
at Sierra Vista. There were four people at this 
meeting. In general, the comments at the 
public meetings sought clarification of the 
various alternatives with some discussion on 
the pros and cons of each alternative. Other 
comments were in regard to why the 
memorial would not allow camping. 

During the comment period (August 6 
through October 6, 2003), 10 comment letters 
and six electronic responses were received 
commenting on the draft from governing 
bodies, government agencies, organized 
interest groups, and individuals. All comments 
are reproduced on the following pages. The 
comments, in general, expressed support for 
either or both the preferred alternative or 
alternative C. A number of comments 
supported the proposal to end grazing, saying 
that both the visitor experience and natural 
resources would benefit. Some comments 
suggested that the natural resource benefits 
could be greater than predicted in the 
environmental consequences section of the 
draft document. The following are NPS 
response to substantive comments and 
suggestions for modifications of the draft 
plan. A substantive comment requiring 
response must meet one of the following 
criteria found in the regulations that 
implemented the National Environmental 
Policy Act (section 1503.4.1-5): 

(1) Modify alternatives including the 
proposed action. 

(2) Develop and evaluate alternatives not 
previously given serious consideration by 
the agency. 

(3) Supplement, improve, or modify its 
analysis. 

(4) Make factual corrections. 
(5) Explain why comments do not warrant 

further agency responses, citing the 
sources, authorities, or reasons which 
support the agency’s position and, if 
appropriate, indicate those circumstances 
which would trigger agency reappraisal or 
further response. 

Comment from the U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service 

During the public comment period, the park 
followed up the transmittal of the Draft 
General Management Plan/Environmental 
Impact Statement to the U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service with a telephone conversation. That 
agency had no comment at that time on the 
draft plan and may send the National Park 
Service a letter with that finding. 

Comment from American Lands Alliance 

“We are disappointed that alternative B does 
not include a goal of determining the 
‘feasibility of reintroducing native plants and 
animals in the memorial that were present at 
the time of the Coronado Expedition.’” 

Response: Alternative B seeks to im­
prove both visitor experience and 
natural resource habitat while balancing 
these improvements with the cost of any 
new programs. Under alternative B the 
memorial would continue to cooperate 
with other agencies such as Arizona 
Game and Fish Department and U.S. 
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Fish and Wildlife Service on local 
reintroduction and recovery efforts. 

Comment from the Center 
for Biological Diversity 

“Coronado undoubtedly also saw an 
abundance of wild game. Restoring wild game 
to pristine levels should likewise be 
considered part of the memorial’s mission.” 

Response: See above comment. Also, 
the phasing out of grazing in alternative 
B will result in some wildlife species 
having more food and cover. Grasslands 
habitat for birds and small mammals as 
well as the animals that prey on them 
will be improved and may result in 
increased species diversity. Additional 
discussion can be found in the 
environmental consequences section of 
the plan on how alternative B would 
affect wildlife habitat and populations. 

Comment from Steve Saway 

The memorial currently has no area for 
designated overnight camping. 

Response: As stated on page 69 in the 
draft document, adequate camping for 
memorial visitors is available outside 
the national memorial and facilities in 
the memorial are not necessary to 
accomplish the memorial’s mission. 

Comments on Distribution of the Draft 
Document 

A number of people at the public meeting and 
some letters commented that National Park 
Service should reduce the number of 
documents produced and the cost of mailing 
the documents. 

Response: The National Park Service sent out 
a postcard to people on the mailing list for the 
Final General Management Plan/ Environ­
mental Impact Statement offering the final plan 
in a printed version, on a compact disk as a 
PDF file, or as an electronic version that could 
be downloaded from the NPS planning web-
site at <http://planning.nps.gov/ plans.cfm>. 
Also a few printed documents were available 
at the park’s visitor center. This helped reduce 
the number of documents printed and mailed. 

Comments on NPS Operations 

Several comments were received that made 
recommendations for various park 
operational programs. For example, one 
commenter suggested the park have recycling 
bins at the visitor center. Although many of 
these suggestions may have considerable 
merit, they are too detailed to be included in a 
general management plan, which is intended 
to be a long-range, general guidance 
document. However, these suggestions will be 
kept and considered as the park moves into 
more detailed implementation planning. 
Other comments on NPS operations that were 
too detailed for a general management plan 
included the following: 

Interpretive activities should look at 
ways to involve the Hispanic 
community. 

New pullouts and waysides (these are 
discussed in the preferred alternative) 
should be provided with garbage cans. 

The National Park Service should 
continue to look at ways to enhance 
interpretation of the Coronado entrada 
and the Spanish Colonial Period. 

The National Park Service should 
contact the International Boundary and 
Water Commission if any work is 
planned on International Boundary 
Monuments 100, 101, and 102. 
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